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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In response to the Fma/ Office Action dated August 27. 2009. Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration. 

Interview After Final 

On October 28, 2009, the Examiner granted an interview to discuss the Office 
Action of August 27, 2009. The Examiner agreed dial the Office Action failed to present a 
primaTacie case of obviousness. Ine Examiner recommended thai Applicants prepare a 
response after final requesting reconsideration for the reasons discussed below. As any interview 
after final is discretionary, this opportunity was truly appreciated. 

Claim Rejections Und er 35 U.S. C. $103 

Claims 1-5, 7, 8, 10-14, 16, 20-26 and 28-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
003(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Pat- App. Pub. No. 2003/0061 335 (Thomas) in view of 
U.S. Pat. No. 6,609,158 (Nevarez). 

Claims 1 -S, 7-8. 10-14. 16. 32 and 33 

Applicants submit that claims 1-5. 7-8, 10-14. 16, 32 and 33 axe patentable over 
Thomas in view of Nevarez. 

Independent claim 1 recites a system for use with electric equipment. The system 
includes an interface-provisioning device coupled to memory and a second TO device and 
configured to convey a computer-executable program, configured to be executed by a remote 
computer to provide a computer interlace, toward the remote computer via the second I/O device 
and a communication network. 

'The Office Action states that "Thomas does not explicitly teach: the second I/O 
device communicating with a remote computer: the program being exeeoied by a remote 
compute) nd come \ c «. d the k mote e autei 0<\<;< \ci > it page 3 
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second paragraph. The Office Action, however, equates a remote provider 246 of Nevarez to the 
ecited ! ' de e and y nil quate a cm >tc cts he recite g 
executable program to provide a computer interface. 

Col. 10, 0. 39-53 of Nevarez provide: 



note p 1 4o i unidcs ofai ect uuu lirot i bridge 248 

nd he CCS m t ii ^ Ph en on pro teLi 2 > gi nV access, J 
instance, to an OLH component 236 by using remoting technology to get through 
!< i \\ indi s silt ! rver 10( i h ma ncludi i ct 1 1 oug . 
■NsAJM Newcatx el ,ou't Mhndu i IS \FI WhuhhuM nebscne 
\H ! K-iji„.tc i. nMK' - ''I i. Mn> ugiyJM':.i theobiect node! 
adapte! Io t >n 230} uses ,>U:it2ad netv ork hdmolo.w -uoh as the remote 

bud'L 1 st> v L l i h t, ill t id icsuiu ihe 

u in v p "mo 2^ ) < ,k Mot r, w a.mmunicatc via the network with another 
remote provider 246 at the remote location, or it may communicate with another 
object mode! provider (e.g., provider 242, 238, or 232), or with remote UCS 
product code as illustrated, (emphasis added). Nevarez., col 10, 31, 39-53. 

Nevarez thus describes that die remote provider 246 provides access to objects , 
but access to objects of Nevarez is not equivalent to conveying an executable program to provide 
a computet ink i u e instead the ra iotc provider oi Ne\ ves accepts cabs bom remote devices 
and relays parameters and results, f urther, Nevarez discusses that "the UCS architecture 200 . . , 
provides versatility by letting a programmer use any programming language in the system to 
access any reusable component in the system ... [and] the USC architecture 200 provides a 
middle-tier solution for development on the NetWare platform. Id., at Cog 1 0, line 63 to Col. 1 1 , 



The system Vwk s u developugt: t ■■grams, not ibr convex ing completed 
computer-executable programs to provide a computer interlace, as required by claim 1 . Thomas 
and Nevarez do not teach, disclose or suggest, alone or in combination, to convey a computer- 
executable program, configured to be executed by a remote computer to provide a computer 
interface, toward the remote computer via the second I/O device and a communication network, 
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as recited in claim 1 . Thus, for at least these reasons, independent claim 1 , and claims 2-5, 7-8, 
10-14, 16, 32 and 33 that depend from claim h are patentable over Thomas in view of Nevarez. 

(2_^h.s2I> 2m 2s .cidd" 
Applicants submit that claims 20, 22-26, 28 and 29 arc patentable over Thomas in 
view of Nevarez. 

Independent claim 20 recites a method of providing information regarding 
electronic equipment. The method includes attempting, at die first device, to determine whether 
the requesting device currently stores a desired version of a computer-executable user-interface 
program. 

Neither Thomas nor Nevarez teaches a method including attempting, at the first 
device, to determine whether the requesting device currently stores a desired version of a 
computer-executable user-interface program, as required by claim 20. The Office Action, at 
paged, cites paragraphs [0022] and j0023j as allegedly teaching to determine whether a desired 
version of an interface application is stored. But, these paragraphs discuss that an interprocess 
server 52 is provided through a Human Machine Interface (HMI) and a configuration and control 
interface f< the nter-proce set is pro ided tin ugh th erv i ipphcal wi dows menu 
Thomas, at paragraph [00221. lines 6-10. This discussion of providing a configuration and 
control interlace docs not teach attempting to determine whether the requesting device currently 
stores a desired version of a computer-executable user-interface program. 

Nevarez is not cited for teaching these limitations and Applicants submit that 
Nevarez docs not make up for the deficiencies of Thomas. Neither Thomas nor Nevarez teach or 
suggest attempting, at a first device, to determine whether a requesting device currently stores a 
desired version of an executable program. For at least these reasons, independent claim 20, and 
claims 21-26, 28 and 29 that depend from claim 20, are patentable over Thomas in view of 
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Claims 30 and 31 

Applicants submit that claims 30 and 33 arc patentable over Thomas in view of 

Ncvarez. 

independent claim 30 recites a computer program product residing on a computer - 
' id ibl i i comp ig cot nitc readable i c ter-ext liable instn ns ft 
causing a computer to determine whether a desired version of the interface -producing program is 
stored in association with a first device. 

Neither Thomas nor Ncvarez teaches or suggests computer-readable and 
computer-executable instructions for causing a computer to determine whether a desired version 
ofThe interface-prod ucang program is stored in association with the first device. As discussed 
above tn reference to claim 20, Thomas's discussion of an inter-process server 52 provided 
through a Human Machine interface (HMD and a configuration and control interface tor the 
inter-process server provided through the server application windows menu does not teach this 
limitation. 

Ncvarez is not cited for teaching these limitation? and Applicants submit that 
Ncvarez does not make up for the deficiencies of Thomas, Neither Thomas nor Nevarez teach or 
suggest computer-readable and computer - ex eeutab I e instructions for causing a computer to 
determine whether a desired version of the interface-producing program is stored m association 
with the first devtce. For at least these reasons, independent claim 30 is patentable over Thomas 
in view of Ncvarez. For at least these same reasons, claim 31, that depends front claim 30. is 
also patentable over Thomas in view of Ncvarez. 

Claim 3 1 is further patentable over Thomas in view of Ncvarez because neither 
1 ion ts i v x \ (. tches t t gg v f i it the omput tdabk I eomput eutabl 
instructions are configured to cause the computer to access a remote server and download the 
desired version of the interface-producing program if the computer program product fails to 
cause the computer to determine that the desired version of the interface-producing program is 
stored in association with the first device. Neither Thomas nor Nevarez teaches conveying a 
computer-executable interlace producing program from a first device to a second device, nor do 
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Thomas or Nevarez leach to determine that a desired version of the interface-producing program 
is stored in association with the first device. Additionally, Thomas and Nevarez do not teach that 
computer-readable and computer-executable instructions are configured to cause the computer to 
access a remote server and download the desired version of the interface-producing program if 
the computer program product fails to cause the computer to determine that the desired version 
of the iDtu u p.xiu r> program is stored n u-w mutto i with the first device. For at least 
these additional reasons, claim 3 1 is allowable over Thomas in view of Nevarcz. 



Claims 9, 17 arid 19 
Claims 9 and 17 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Thomas and Nevarcz as applied above, in. view of U.S. Pat. No. 6,459.175 
(Potega). 

Claim 9 

Claim 9 is patentable over Thomas and Nevarcz. in view of Potega. Potega does 
not make up lor the deficiencies of Thomas and Nevarez as discussed above in reference to claim 
1 ,. Thus, for at least the reasons discussed above in reference to claim 1 , from which claim 9 
depends, claim 9 is patentable over Thomas and Nevarez in view of Potega. 

Claims 17 and 19 

Claims 1 7 and .19 are patentable over Thomas and Nevarez in view of Potega. 
independent claim 1 7 recites an uninterruptible power supply (UPS) system. The system 
includes an interface provisioning means for conveying th< compute cxect file program 
toward the remote computer via a second input/output device and a communication network. 
Neither Thomas nor Nevarez teaches or suggests an interface-provisioning means for conveying 
a computer-executable program toward the remote computer via the second input/output device 
and the communication network. Potega also does not teach these features. Thus, Applicants 
submit that independent claim 17, and claim 19 that depends from claim 17, are patentable over 
Thomas and Nevarez in view' of Potega. 
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i ew of tht gojj Applicants believe 11 claims now penc in this 



Application are in condition for allowance and an action to that end is respectfully requested. 



if the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 



tins application, please telephone the undersigned at 858-350-6100. 



1U\\I\S1\0 ind !0 ' \H M hkK Rl W LLP 

Two Embarcadero Center, btuhtb Floor 

San Francisco. California 041 11 -3834 

Tel: 858-350-6100 

Fax:415-576-0300 

SlH-.jll 

62233587 vl 



CON CLUSION 



Respect! nlly submitted, 




$ttane Hunter 
Reg. No. 41,858 
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